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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Claims 1-20 examined. 

2. The claim rejections under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph have been withdrawn in 
light of applicant's amendments. 

3. It is hereby acknowledged that the following papers have been received and placed of 
record in the file: Request for Continued Examination and Pre-Amendment C on 04/30/2004. 

Claim Objections 

4. Claim 4 is objected to because of the following informalities: claim 4 was designated 
"(Previously presented)" when it should actually have been "(Currently Amended)". 
Appropriate correction is required. 

Response to Arguments 

5. Applicant's arguments, see pages 9-22 of Pre-Amendment C, filed 04/30/2004, with 
respect to the rejections of the claims under 35 U.S.C. 102 have been fully considered and are 
persuasive. Therefore, the rejections have been withdrawn. However, upon further 
consideration, new grounds of rejections are made in view of the same references under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a). Though applicant's arguments are now moot in view of the new rejection, the 
examiner would like to respond to some of the persistent issues. 

6. Regarding the rejections of claims 6-8, 11,13, 16, 19, applicant again alleges that the 
common practice of rejecting logically equivalent sets of claims by pointing to the same citation 
for a different type of invention whose limitations are identical in scope to the first set of claims 
is an unlawful and factually erroneous practice. If it would assist applicant, the examiner will 
explicitly point to the same citations in the references for each of the claims 6-8, 1 1, 13, 16, 19, 
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but the examiner does not see the purpose in this. The fundamental issue lies in the difference 
between an apparatus and a method (or other types of inventions). For anyone who is well 
versed in the computer and computer networking arts, it is easy to understand that while a 
computer is a physical apparatus, it is also always performing a method by any action it does 
(even down to the most basic act of computation). 

7. Another fundamental issue is applicant's term "generic gateway" in the independent 
claims. While applicant defines this term in the specification, the claims stand on their own 
merit and the specification is not read into the claims (with the exception of 'means plus 
function' type claims as applicant discusses). It would be highly advantageous for applicant to 
further qualify how a "generic gateway" differs from any standard gateway in the art since the 
term "generic gateway" is not common in the art. Further, on page 18, lines 15-16, applicant 
argues that "Applicants' [generic gateway], on the other hand, accommodate^] these differing 
formats through the use of a single generic gateway." However, this feature (which appears to 
define the invention) is not found in the independent claim being discussed. 

8. Additionally, applicant continually harkens back to MPEP 2 1 1 1 .02 stating that "applicant 
may be his or her own lexicographer" whenever the examiner simply uses synonyms for the 
claim language to better aid the applicant in understanding the rejection. Standing on the 
"lexicographer" quote is clearly erroneous and inconsistent with controlling law because the 
examiner is only utilizing words that mean the same thing as applicant's claim language. The 
examiner is not attempting to redefine the claim language in any way as applicant repeatedly and 
mistakenly accuses. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

9. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

10. Claims 1-3, 6-8, and 1 1-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Gebauer, U.S. Patent Number 6,370,588 B2 (herein Gebauer) in view of what would have 
been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made. 

1 1 . Referring to claim 1, Gebauer has taught a data processing system having a user terminal 
for entering a transaction request, wherein said transaction request has one of a plurality of 
protocols, responsively coupled via a publicly available digital communication network to an 
enterprise server for responding to said transaction request using an enterprise protocol which is 
not one of said plurality of protocols (Gebauer figure 4, requesting client 64, network 84, and 
enterprise server 86; and figures 5 and 6 show that the one protocol of a plurality of possible 
protocols is HTML.), the improvement comprising a generic gateway interposed between said 
user terminal and said enterprise server which responsively couples said user terminal to said 
enterprise server by converting said plurality of protocols to said enterprise protocol (Gebauer 
figures 3-6, 9, 12 all pertain to a generic gateway interposed between the user and the server.). 

12. Gebauer does not expressly disclose a plurality of protocols (that is, formats or methods 
of accomplishing tasks) beyond HTML. MPEP 2 144.04- VI-B acknowledges that the duplication 
of parts in a system would only have required ordinary skill in the art. Therefore, at the time the 
invention was made, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to use 
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Gebauer' s system to process not only HTML, but other protocols as well. One of ordinary skill 
in the art would have been motivated to do this in order to create a more efficient system that can 
be used to process multiple protocols instead of needing separate systems to process each 
protocol. 

13. Referring to claim 2, Gebauer has taught the improvement further comprising a plurality 
of adapters interposed between said generic gateway and said user terminal which responsively 
couples said user terminal to said generic gateway wherein each one of said plurality of adapters 
corresponds to said one of said plurality of protocols (Gebauer figure 4 and column 8, lines 4-36 
where the client's request is adapted to use each service 70 and 72. Also, Gebauer figure 8 and 
column 12, lines 20-42 show the user's request being adapted based on the type of service.). 

14. Referring to claim 3, Gebauer has taught the improvement wherein said publicly 
available digital communication network further comprises the Internet (Gebauer figure 9 and 
column 8, lines 7-12). 

15. Claims 6-8 do not recite limitations above the claimed invention set forth in claims 1-3 
and are therefore rejected for the same reasons set forth in the rejection of claims 1-3 above. 

16. Claims 1 1 and 16 do not recite limitations above the claimed invention set forth in the 
combination of claims 1 and 2 and are therefore rejected for the same reasons set forth in the 
rejection of claims 1 and 2 above. 

17. Referring to claims 12 and 17, Gebauer has taught the method further comprising 
transferring said converted and processed service request from said generic gateway to an end 
service provider via a connector (Gebauer figure 4 and column 8, lines 4-36 where the clients 
request is adapted to use each service 70 and 72. Also, Gebauer figure 8 and column 12, lines 
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20-42 show the user's request being adapted based on the type of service. In both cases, once the 
request has been adapted (which is synonymous with the act of converting or processing) it is 
directed to the actual service provider via the connection between them.). 

18. Claims 13 and 19 do not recite limitations above the claimed invention set forth in claim 
3 and are therefore rejected for the same reasons set forth in the rejection of claim 3 above. 

19. Referring to claim 14, Gebauer has taught the method wherein said one of said plurality 
of formats further comprises an active server page (Gebauer figure 4, elements 70 and 72). 

20. Referring to claim 1 5, Gebauer has taught the method wherein said one of said plurality 
of formats further comprises a standard programming language (Gebauer column 8, lines 24-27). 
21 Referring to claim 1 8, Gebauer has taught an apparatus wherein said one of said plurality 
of adapters corresponds to said one of said plurality of connectors (Gebauer figure 4 where each 
adapter corresponds to the connector whereby the adapter is connected to the client.). 

22. Claims 1-3, 6-8, 1 1-13, and 16-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Ronen, U.S. Patent Number 5,845,267 (herein referred to as Ronen) in view of 
what would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made. 

23 . Referring to claim 1 , Ronen has taught a data processing system having a user terminal 
for entering a transaction request, wherein said transaction request has one of a plurality of 
formats, responsively coupled via a publicly available digital communication network to an 
enterprise server for responding to said transaction request using an enterprise protocol which is 
not one of said plurality of protocols, the improvement comprising a generic gateway interposed 
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between said user terminal and said enterprise server which responsively couples said user 
terminal to said enterprise server by converting said plurality of protocols to said enterprise 
protocol (Ronen figure 1 and column 5, line 43 - column 6, line 9 where transaction server 121 
acts as a gateway between user terminal 101 and server 126.). 

24. Ronen has not expressly disclosed a "generic gateway ." However, Ronen includes a 
transaction server that provides the functionality of a "generic gateway." At the time the 
invention was made, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to utilize 
Ronen' s transaction server as a generic gateway to translate the protocols of various requests. 
One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to do this because Ronen' s 
transaction server handled all requests to and from the billing platform and if any of the requests 
utilized differing formats, the transaction server would have been the most efficient location to 
perform the translation. 

25. Referring to claim 2, Ronen has taught the improvement further comprising a plurality of 
adapters interposed between said generic gateway and said user terminal which responsively 
couples said user terminal to said generic gateway wherein each one of said plurality of adapters 
corresponds to said one of said plurality of protocols (Ronen figure 1 and column 5, line 43 - 
column 6, line 9 where the adapters are that which adapt the request to be processed by the 
server.). 

26. Referring to claim 3, Ronen has taught the improvement wherein said publicly available 
digital communication network further comprises the internet (Ronen figure 1 element 104). 

27. Claims 6-8 do not recite limitations above the claimed invention set forth in claims 1-3 
and are therefore rejected for the same reasons set forth in the rejection of claims 1-3 above. 
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28. Claims 1 1 and 16 do not recite limitations above the claimed invention set forth in the 
combination of claims 1 and 2 and are therefore rejected for the same reasons set forth in the 
rejection of claims 1 and 2 above. 

29. Referring to claims 12 and 17, Ronen has taught the method further comprising 
transferring said converted and processed service request from said generic gateway to an end 
service provider via a connector (Ronen figure 1 and column 5, line 43 - column 6, line 9 where 
the request is passed to the billing server (column 6, lines 10-13).). 

30. Referring to claim 18, Ronen has taught an apparatus wherein said one of said plurality of 
adapters corresponds to said one of said plurality of connectors (Ronen figure 1 and column 5, 
line 43 - column 6, line 13 where each adapter is located within the transaction server 121 and 
corresponds to the connector between the transaction server and the billing server). 

3 1 . Claims 13 and 19 do not recite limitations above the claimed invention set forth in claim 
3 and are therefore rejected for the same reasons set forth in the rejection of claim 3 above. 

32. Claims 1-13, 16-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Deisinger et al., U.S. Patent Number 6,397,220 Bl (herein Deisinger) in view of Sheard et al., 
U.S. Patent Number 6,453,356 (herein referred to as Sheard). 

33. Referring to claim 1, Deisinger has taught a data processing system having a user 
terminal for entering a transaction request (Deisinger figure 1, client 36), wherein said 
transaction request has one of a plurality of formats (Deisinger figure 3, elements 236, 240, 244, 
248, 252, 256, 260, 264), responsively coupled via a publicly available digital communication 
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network to an enterprise server for responding to said transaction request using an enterprise 
protocol which is not one of said plurality of protocols (Deisinger figure 1, enterprise server 52). 

34. Deisinger has not expressly disclosed a singular generic gateway through which a 
plurality of protocols can be converted. Sheard has taught a gateway that can both input and 
output a plurality of formats or protocols (Sheard abstract; figure 1; column 2, line 31 - column 
3, line 29; and column 4, line 48 - column 6, line 34). At the time the invention was made, it 
would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to utilize Sheard's system within 
the system of Deisinger. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to do this in 
order to make the system of Deisinger more efficient by utilizing only one generic protocol 
gateway in the system rather than multiple separate gateways for each protocol in the system. 

35. Referring to claim 2, Deisinger has taught the improvement further comprising a plurality 
of adapters interposed between said generic gateway and said user terminal which responsively 
couples said user terminal to said generic gateway wherein each one of said plurality of adapters 
corresponds to said one of said plurality of protocols (Deisinger figure 2, element 229 where the 
user's request is adapted based on the type of service.). 

36. Referring to claim 3, Deisinger has taught the improvement wherein said publicly 
available digital communication network further comprises the internet (Deisinger column 4, 
lines 42-43). 

37. Referring to claims 4 and 9, Deisinger has taught the improvement further comprising an 
NT Server housing said generic gateway and providing a middleware environment (Deisinger 
figures 3 and 4 and column 6, lines 26-32). 
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38. Referring to claims 5, 10, and 20, Deisinger has taught the improvement wherein said 
user terminal further comprises an industry compatible personal computer operating under a 
commercially available operating system (Deisinger column 4, lines 40-46). 

39. Claims 6-8 do not recite limitations above the claimed invention set forth in claims 1-3 
and are therefore rejected for the same reasons set forth in the rejection of claims 1-3 above. 

40. Claims 1 1 and 16 do not recite limitations above the claimed invention set forth in the 
combination of claims 1 and 2 and are therefore rejected for the same reasons set forth in the 
rejection of claims 1 and 2 above. 

41 . Referring to claims 12 and 1 7, Deisinger has taught the method further comprising 
transferring said converted and processed service request from said generic gateway to an end 
service provider via a connector (Deisinger figure 2 and column 5, lines 27-51 where the 
middleware adapts / converts / processes the requests and routes the it to the correct service 
provider via connections 225, 227, etc.). 

42. Claims 13 and 19 do not recite limitations above the claimed invention set forth in claim 
3 and are therefore rejected for the same reasons set forth in the rejection of claim 3 above. 

43. Referring to claim 18, Deisinger has taught an apparatus wherein said one of said 
plurality of adapters corresponds to said one of said plurality of connectors (Deisinger figure 2 
where the adapters in element 229 correspond to the connector (225, 227, etc.) that will route to 
the service provider.). 
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Conclusion 

44. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

a. Nguyen et al. U.S. Patent Number 6,304,915 

b. Farrell et al. U.S. Patent Number 5,377,191 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Scott M. Collins whose telephone number is 703.305.7865. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Mon.-Thurs. 7:30 am - 5:30 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David A Wiley can be reached on 703.308.5221. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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